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Maywan Krach

From: Renaud Gignoux / CSA <csa01@jps.net>
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 12:18 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Comments regarding KSL Squaw village expantion

Attention: Placer County Planing services Division 
                 Maywan Krach 
  
  
As a home owner and resident of Squaw Valley (I live on Lanny Lane above the Post Office) I am very 
concerned by the noise generated by KSL:  VERY loud Papoose music, announcements and special events, 
etc. and worry about future noise when the village will be over twice the present size. 
  
I already expressed my concern to Placer County during the Wanderlust Festival and the music concerts going 
on way past 10:00, in fact until after midnight.  Also, this past week during the National Races the loud speaker 
announcement were a real nuisance to me, and in some cases, against county ordinances.   
  
Therefore I ask you to follow the ordinances and show more consideration for the local residents.  Life in the 
Valley is becoming "Party Town" and is definitely not one would expect from a mountain village.  Please keep 
me informed of what will be done by the county and KSL in this department. 
  
Thank you,  
  
  
  
  
  
Renaud Gignoux 
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Maywan Krach

From: hguaraglia@aol.com
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 8:56 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley

   
As homeowners in Squaw Valley since 1984 we have seen many changes - most of them were 
improvements, some were failures.  We would like you to consider some of our concerns regarding 
the KSL Capital Partners' proposal for future widespread construction. 
Our foremost concerns are:  An adequate supply of potable water, as witnessed the past two winters 
our water supply can vary drastically.  
The increase of traffic due to, but not limited to, the constant flow of heavy duty vehicles, equipment 
and materials necessary for this type of massive construction that KSL claims to be a 15 – 20 year 
build out. 
The traffic increase of 1700 new bedrooms, once completed, that KSL wishes to fill daily, and the 
daily ingress and egress of visitors to the proposed indoor/ outdoor recreational facility.  
This proposal appears to be a metropolitanesque use of our outdoors for their private profit not taking 
into consideration that we use the outdoors for skiing, hiking and biking and have paid our property 
taxes to protect this interest. 
We are registered voters in Placer County and request your help to minimize this impact. 
Sincerely, 
Raymond and Hazel Guaraglia 
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Maywan Krach

From: Elizabeth Hale <ehcelestine@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 21, 2014 11:30 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley

The proposed building in Squaw Valley would create numerous huge undesirable impacts:  huge problems re Water 
supply, Squaw Creek's already substandard conditions, traffic tie ups, a demise in our mountain serenity with so many 
more visitors, views of buildings not nature, parking shortages for day skiers, these are a few.  Keep Disneyland in 
Southern California please. 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Maywan Krach

From: Andrew Hays <squawllyhood@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 23, 2014 11:26 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Attn: Maywan Krach Squaw Valley development comments

 Almost ten years ago I set off, searching for my first real home to call my own.  There were no limitations, like generations before me, I set 
out West, free to settle myself where I found fit.  As so many others have, I was captivated by the favorable weather, scenic splendor and rugged 
outdoors of Lake Tahoe and its surroundings.  It is as such that I came to call Placer County home.  It is also as such that I am filled with great alarm 
concerning the proposed development by KSL partners in Olympic Valley.  I feel as if it threatens the very aesthetics and ideals that brought me to 
this enchanting place that I am proud to call home.   
 In the short period that I have resided here there have been dramatic changes in the ski resort landscape, including the vast development at 
Northstar and its subsequent acquisition by Vail.  Combined with Vail's consolidation with Heavenly and Kirkwood, Squaw Valley's sale to KSL and 
its purchase of Alpine Meadows.  Of course there is also the pending development in Homewood.  With all this volatility, and rapid expansion, I 
question, are we moving too fast?  Should we take a step back?  Should we give a company with limited, er.., no ski resort development experience 
cart blanche to build their very own sand castle in the sky?  How many amusement parks can one destination really sustain?  To what extent does that 
really benefit the community at large?    
 Further giving me pause is the dismal snowfall of the previous three winter seasons.  It stands as a reminder that all the development money 
in the world can't fix the weather, aside from snowmaking, and alas Squaw Valley's capacity is inadequate.  Despite all the glossy brochures, all the 
glowing sales pitches, a base development project will never draw people to the mountain.  It can successfully compliment a mountain.  Intelligent 
and responsible development can most certainly compliment the experience at Squaw Valley, but it will never be the purpose for it to exist.  It will 
forever be a ski area in nature.  The more development the more capital is required for operation.  In a terrible ski season such as this, it is hard 
enough for the resorts to get by, but imagine the same season combined with the crushing debt of construction.  Shinny new hotel rooms and condos 
are not going to convince people to come to a mountain with no snow.  Hopefully next year brings a bountiful season but in this industry nothing can 
be taken for granted.  I am not adequately convinced that an investment group who typically manages golf resorts in the desert fully grasps the extent 
of mountain weather instability.   
 Anyone who has ever visited Whistler Blacomb will tell you that their base development is done as well as can possibly be done.  It is the 
gold standard by which all others attempt but fail to replicate.  It is the finest example of ski resort development, and the village at Whistler went 
bankrupt.  What does this really say about this strategy of development.  There are obvious short term financial rewards, but are those rewards 
sustaining?  Do they carryover to the local community?  Does the real possibility exist that the local residents will be stuck with a development they 
never desired long after KSL has packed up and left town?  If this is the result will the local economy be in better or worse shape than where it stands 
now?   
 As someone who is employed by a small family owned business on the North Shore I have grave concerns of development on this scale's 
effects on surrounding communities.  I see clearly how a large investment group from Denver benefits here, but what about the local businesses?  Are 
we not just creating a funnel diverting tourist dollars away from Placer County, and directly out of state?  KSL takes every opportunity to point out 
that by increasing the on mountain lodging it will negate a large portion of any traffic concerns, as visitors will be parking their cars and staying 
directly on site.  On the other hand they lay claim that local businesses won't be hurt as they predict an increase in visitors which will naturally 
frequent the surrounding communities.  Which one is it though?  Less traffic because they are all at the mountain, or more visitors to Tahoe City?  Is 
it really in Squaw's best interest to build this enormous development and then have everyone go out to dinner in Tahoe City?  The village at Whistler 
went bankrupt and it was the only game in town.  In this scenario there are multiple mountains in close proximity to each other, in fact the whole 
point of visiting Lake Tahoe is the ability to ski multiple world class mountains, to just stay at Squaw or Northstar would really be to miss the point 
altogether.      
 I save my final concern for last perhaps because it just seems to be so obvious.  The scale of this development is just too big.  Had KSL 
come to the table as the new players in town and presented a reasonable and appropriate plan for expansion I would not automatically be 
opposed.  This plan is so overreaching and misses the mark by so far I truly question the merits of the development team as a whole.  An adventure 
center water park?  I used to ski at a resort that built water slides for the summer time…Guess what?  They don't have water slides anymore because 
it was a bad idea.  Do they want to have an Adventure Center water park, or is it an entire company built on people from marketing backgrounds who 
want to say that they have an Adventure Center water park.  Is this a theme of their whole operation?  (as someone who lives here the answer is 
yes.)  This is a small rural mountain community.  Massive condominium complexes looming over the valley floor does not meet this criteria.  In their 
revised plan they reduced the building height by an average of one story.  Virtually anyone who lives here would agree these buildings are a lot too 
tall, not just a little.  In fact, the project suffers from a great dearth of creativity.  Working with such a beautiful and in the truest sense open slate, 
should net inspiring results, instead KSL just presents another tired redux of a twenty year old concept on mountain development.  In this area land is 
our most valuable commodity and we should expect more out of our one opportunity to develop this for the future.   
 In a final note about building height it should be remembered that KSL provided a model for public viewing that in fact was constructed 
with a skewed scale to minimize the height of the buildings.  Just think about that again for a second.  They thought it was a good idea to build a 
purposely deceptive model.  Is our future in safe hands?  I have my own grave doubts.  I would prefer in such a forum to be as diplomatic as possible 
however, as a service to those who reside at more a distance I must be blunt, the KSL management team does not know what they are doing.  As 
someone who deals with their operation on a daily basis it must be said that every major decision they make misses the mark.  They lack a clear 
picture of their market and continually waste resources on failed attempts of bad ideas.  Being handed a large check is no substitute for genuine 
experience and knowhow.  Inexperience is clearly the factor here.  If you had to have your appendix taken out would you voluntarily chose the doctor 
who was attempting his first procedure?  Perhaps we should slow things down before we mortgage away our communities future on a reckless and 
short sighted development strategy.      
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Andrew Hays  
8755 River Rd  
Truckee, Ca 96161 



 
 
Placer County Planning Department     March 24, 2014 
Maywan Krach, Community Development Technician 
3091 County Center Drive  
Auburn, CA 95603  
cdraecs@placer.ca.gov  
 
 
Subject:  additional comments to the revised NOP for the proposed Village at Squaw 
Valley development 
 
Dear Maywan Krach, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the proposed Village at 
Squaw Valley.  As much as I have posted two prior comment letters to the original NOP, 
I wish to add the following concerns to this revised NOP such that proper EIR analysis 
can evaluate the impacts and alternatives to the proponent’s Specific Plan January 2014 
http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/planning/villageatsquawv
alleyspecificplan 
 
I question the decision by Placer County not to issue a new Initial Study particularly 
regarding impact evaluation of Lot 4 which was not mentioned in the first IS/NOP.  Yet 
this area will be heavily impacted and needs detailed analysis of not only these acres but 
also impacts to the immediate neighborhoods. 
 
Ch 1.3 bullet 5 “In planning…an optimum balance…and inter-relationships of various 
segments of the Truckee-Squaw Valley and Tahoe area economies should be 
encouraged”.  Well, more than encouraged, this EIR should detail the economic impacts 
of this development proposal in the context of the local community as well as regional 
economy.  What will be the impacts of proposed commercial development (not defined 
by this specific plan, but should be)? 
 
Ch 3.2 Goal LU-2 sensitivity is warranted regarding “views of the mountains.”  This 
specific plan contains only one possible illustrative scenario as to what this development 
could look like.  The EIR must produce built specific visualizations (story poles, 3-D 
simulations, photographic depictions) of what impacts the built out village will have on 
such views.  Alternative simulations must be made available for proper assessment of this 
important impact. 
 
Ch3.3, page 3-5 and figure 3.1 describe a request to change existing zoning of Forest 
Recreation and Conservation Preserve to V-HC (Village Heavy Commercial) to locate a 
mountain maintenance facility.  This extremely sensitive area, adjacent to the creek and 
the start of Shirley Canyon) would be worrisomely impacted by noisy industrial 
operations involving hazardous waste and heavy machinery.  Please let the EIR explore 
and find a better location for this highly impacting facility. 
 



Ch 5 circulation and parking:  5.1 and 5.4  Far East Bridge is to be “preserved” (but 
apparently improved as it has been previously found deficient by County engineers in the 
past) and will be replaced in phase 2.  That decrepit bridge has been the subject of much 
past concern to the County and the community.  IntraWest proposed to replace it 10 years 
ago with their development phase 3&4 which, of course, was never built.  Now SVRE is 
pushing this improvement back to phase 2 which may never be built.  Yet it is the “first 
entryway” route to access most of the new village core and is a constraint on Squaw 
Creek functionality.  Please explore the alternative of moving this warranted 
improvement of bridge replacement to phase 1. 
 
Ch 5.2 Policy CP-6 discusses the Class I bike path.  The current routing of the bike path 
west from the stables and north of the Meadows Condos does not meet the definition of a 
class 1 separated path, in fact, it terminates east of the Meadows complex.  Further, 
Placer County DPW has challenges with snow storage at the roadside here given the 
nearness to the road.  This plan suggests (5.3) routing the bike path north of the 
Meadows.  A preferred alternative would be to route the path to the south of the 
Meadows condos to enter the village adjacent to and on the north side of Squaw Creek.  
This would be particularly attractive in the winter to avoid snow storage issues, increase 
safety of pedestrians and bicyclists, and improve the experience of users. 
 
Ch 6 Public services and Utilities.  Sections 6.1 and 6.2.1 discuss the possible creation of 
a new VSVSP water company.  The economic, social, and scientific implications of this 
need detailed analysis.  A third water company in the valley not only threatens existing 
users water supply but, worst case, could end up with adjudication.  Being in our 3rd 
drought year with limited water recharge, having a corporation controlling and pumping 
its own water from a sole source aquifer, and envisioning conflicts of interest as to 
pumping priorities (my hot tub or their snowmaking, my lawn or the golf course, our 
creek or their water park), one can quickly see legal arguments and the specter of 
adjudication as discussed in the 2007 State Water Board hearings on Squaw Creek.  The 
formation of such an independent, apart from community, water company needs 
complete justification and extensive impact analysis. 
 
Ch 6.1 Policy PU-3 describes an unacceptable impact on expected well pumping that 
“does not substantially diminish flows in Squaw Creek”.  In 2007, the SWB expressed 
concern of already diminished flows in Squaw Creek.  Such existing conditions cannot be 
made worse.  The EIR must look for alternatives that achieve the goals of the TMDL, the 
State and Lahontan Water Boards, and local community expectations. 
 
Ch 6.8 Parks and Recreation. An additional concern is getting employees from Lot 4 East 
Parcel to the Village.  A class 2 bike lane is planned.  Fig 6.7 shows main road crossing 
mid-road, directly across from the fire station.  This would be extremely dangerous and 
nearly impossible for pedestrians and bicyclists without a stoplight.  Consideration of 
exiting the western-most aspect of planned parking lot would minimize main road 
exposure and get users nearer Squaw Creek Road and have this be the crossing 
intersection.  A roundabout or a flashing light system should be considered here for 
safety of bicyclists and pedestrians. Also, consideration of a class 1 separated path should 



be evaluated along the frontage of this parcel.  (I understand this is a requirement of 
Placer County DPW or Planning for development along the main road.)   
 
Ch. 6.8 Previous promises by the developer have identified a trail to run along the south 
side of Squaw Creek along the new East Parcel.  This should be documented in this 
Specific Plan and studied as part of the EIR.   
 
Ch 6.8 Please identify what and where are the “World Cup Trail” and the “Thunder 
Mountain Trail”. 
 
Ch 7.3  The Squaw Valley General Plan clearly calls for a 200 foot corridor (100 feet 
from centerline) along Squaw Creek.  This plan calls for 150 to 200 feet width.  Please 
explore alternatives that will not conflict with the existing rules for these setbacks. 
 
Ch 7.4 Biological Resources:  Yellow legged frogs have been seen in upper Shirley 
Canyon and the headwaters of the north fork of Squaw Creek.  Please address this 
potential endangered species in the setting of this development, particularly as it 
encroaches on Shirley Canyon. 
 
Ch. 1.3 and others:  A general concern about increased population as a result of this 
proposal:  SVGP&LUO limits the overnight population in Squaw to 11,000 to 12,000 
people (and maximum skier capacity to 17,000).  The SVPSD estimates it serves 25,000 
customers in its MDD (maximum daily demand).  This plan calls for an additional 1493 
bedrooms, plus 264 bedrooms in the East Parcel, for a total of 1757.  What is the 
multiplier for a count of the actual number of people?   The Mountain Adventure Center 
is hoping for 300,000 visitors per year or almost 1000 people per day (verbal 
communication from Chevis Hosea SVRE).  An accurate population number needs to be 
clarified in the EIR to help understand the capacity of the Squaw Valley community.   
 
Further to this point is the concern of wildland fires.  We are a cul-de-sac valley with 
limited egress and are located in a fire hazard area.  With this population growth 
combined with concerns of climate change, the EIR should analyze our wildland urban 
interface and explore how to minimize risk. 
 
Appendix B is worrisomely non-specific and I look forward to robust public discussions 
with the SV Design Review Committee and Placer County and the applicant to develop 
guidelines that will set the parameters for a successful village. 
 
Please incorporate by reference my complete agreement with comments made by Sierra 
Watch and the Friends of West Shore (attached). 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal. 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
 
Ed Heneveld 
589 Forest Glen Road 
PO Box 2488 
Olympic Valley, CA  96146 
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March 21, 2014 
 
 
Public Comments on Notice of Preparation, Squaw Valley Development plan 
 
 
 
  I would like to address many important issues and ask many specific questions in 
regards to the current Squaw Valley General Plan of development during this open 
comment time in regards to the State Historical Resource Designation of Squaw Valley. 
 
Historical Designation 
  
 Why hasn't the entire historical designation of Squaw Valley not just the remaining 
historical buildings being addressed in accordance to CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, 15064.5; 
Determining the Significance of Impacts to Archeological and Historical Resources? 
 
  Squaw Valley itself, the mountain peaks, the meadow, and Squaw Creek, are some of 
the historically designated resources that will be negatively affected by this project, 
environmentally and ascetically.  These state registered resources should be freely 
accessible for anyone during any season.  The Squaw Valley development’s overall plan 
is designed to eliminate or greatly reduce such accessibility through purposeful limited 
parking access at build out of the current plan. 
 
  Squaw Valley is a California State designated Historical Resource that all Californians 
and other visitors should be allowed to experience freely and to enjoy in its entire 
splendor as originally intended by the State Historical Resource officials.   
 
  How do the owners plans to create this ‘destination resort’, allow free access to this 
State Historical Resource, including automobile access, and comply with all of the 
regulations set forth in the California Environmental Quality Act, including  regulation 
15064.5? 
 
  How does this development plan assure free and unlimited access to this area as a 
historically designated resource? 
 
  What resources will be made available by county officials to pay for the needed 
increase in public transportation capacity if there is going to be limited automobile 
access to Squaw? 
 
  There are many families that have owned second homes in the area for decades and 
future generations that will be ever discouraged from visiting Squaw Valley due to the 
plan to try and re-make Squaw into a destination resort for distance travelers, when 
historically; Squaw has always been a day or weekend use resort for Northern 
Californians.   
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 The original authors and submittors of the historical preservation documentation for 
Squaw Valley were intent on preserving Squaw and it’s surroundings for its scenic 
beauty as well as it’s historical relevance in California’s skiing and Olympic history.  How 
does this development project protect and preserve the scenic beauty of Squaw Valley?  
I don’t believe the authors of the original historical designation could foresee such a 
monstrous development that does not conserve resources in any way shape or manner. 
 
  How does this development project plan to mitigate light pollution at nighttime?  How 
will this project affect scenic view of the night sky and surrounding peaks as protected in 
the historical designation for scenic beauty? 
 
Economic and environmental impact, failure or success? 
   
  What assurances are if any, that if this plan is approved in its entirety and without 
having greater regard to its historical resource designation, this resource will not be 
negatively impacted by a similar scenario of over exuberant development plans whose 
known risk is a high probability of economic failure, i.e. foreclosure,  excessive energy 
consumption and environmental blight? 
  
  Recent history has shown that these types of developments in the local area have 
proven more failures than successes.  Witness the Ritz-Carleton Hotel at Northstar and 
Grays Crossing in Truckee both of which have been though Chapter 11 bankruptcy and 
both developed by well capitalized companies that assured us ‘they knew what they 
were doing’.  When I asked Mr. Hosea at the January 2013 public meeting at Olympic 
Village Lodge, the question of how will KSL Capital partners and Squaw Valley 
Development company be successful when others who have entered into similar 
developments have not proven success, his answer was “because we are financially 
disciplined”, did nothing to address the question specifically and was merely an attempt 
of minimalizing the question with the use of a talking point. 
 
  How can we be assured this next phase of development will be financially successful 
when there are still unoccupied and available units for sale in the existing Squaw Village 
many that are foreclosed and in distressed sale?  How does the creation of more units 
solve the problem of vacancies and unsold units in the current village?  How does this 
proposed development assure financial solvency and success? 
   
  How do such development failure scenarios create goodwill within the community after 
destroying or depleting environmental resources while shallow promises made for local 
prosperity haven’t come to fruition? 
 
  The idea that real estate development through increased lodging along with global 
marketing and novelty amusements will create a four-season destination resort is flawed 
in its logic when being applied to such a unique and scenic mountain environment such 
as Squaw Valley. With nearby Lake Tahoe historically being a major vacation attraction 
to millions of visitors a year, especially in summer, how can a hotel and condominium 
development alone compete to lure visitors away from such a renowned natural 
resource? 
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The Resort at Squaw Creek promised a year round destination resort when proposed.  It 
features an 18 hole championship golf course.  It has not been a success in regards to 
its original plan and has a high level of unoccupancy, year round. 
 
  Procurement of the original filed historical designation documents from 1960 should be 
accessible and made public in regards to the designation of proposed plan area and 
relation to CCR Title 14 Chapter 3, 15064.5 because of the obvious negative 
environmental impacts the plan has on this resource.  There are many unanswered 
questions about Squaw’s Historical Designation and what area may or may not apply.  
This may not be required to precede the Notice of Preparation, but procurement should 
precede any dEIR or fEIR for the specific plan. 
 
Wise and Efficient use of Energy and fossil fuel reduction, reliance on renewable energy. 
   
  What specific energy mitigation measures are proposed to reduce excessive energy 
consumption during construction, including construction vehicles to comply with CEQA 
15126.4, in accordance with the CEQA guidelines Appendix F, under the SV general 
plan?   
 
   What specific energy mitigation measures are proposed under the CEQA to reduce 
excessive energy consumption for operational duration under the SV specific plan?   
 
  What specific renewable energy resources will be applied to the project under CEQA 
Appendix F guidelines under the SV specific plan? 
 
  Appendix F specifically states in regards to energy conservation;  “ The goal of 
conserving energy implies the wise and efficient use of energy.  The means of achieving 
this goal include: (1) decreasing overall per capital energy consumption, (2) decreasing 
the reliance on natural gas and oil, and (3) increasing reliance on renewable energy 
sources.  The CEQA requires that EIR’s include a discussion of the potential energy 
impacts of proposed projects, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing 
inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary consumption of energy.   
 
  How does this project in its scope and design comply with these energy regulations?  
How will wise and efficient use of energy be achieved after build out when there is a high 
probability of unoccupied units of such typical developments that exist in already great 
numbers as witnessed as examples in the current Squaw Village and at Northstar and 
Heavenly Resorts?  How does this in fact reduce per capita energy consumption when 
units are unoccupied or unsold or in a distressed state of ownership? 
 
  Though there is public mention by Placer County officials of potentially great tax 
revenue to be gained by the county in property tax and fees from this development, what 
assurances are there those tax revenues will not be completely stripped from the 
exploitation of this local resource and sent down the western slope of Placer County?  
 
  Will these tax revenues be utilized for supplying renewable energy and reducing the 
consumption of fossil fuels on this project according to Appendix F of the CEQA? 
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  Will these tax revenues be spent locally on physically deteriorating local schools and 
infrastructure, community programs and the like? 
 
Traffic mitigation and increased highway capacity. 
  
  What will increased traffic and carbon emissions be as this development is planned to 
take 12 to 15 years to construct?  What are the projections, what are the proposed 
mitigation to these issues?   
 
  When the now defunct Intrawest Corporation laid plans for the first development phase 
of Squaw Village, there were promises of widening improvements to the single lane 
tunnel on highway 89 in Truckee that were never completed.  How does this new project 
propose to alleviate congestion at this junction of highway 89 with all the increased 
construction vehicle traffic and increased consumer traffic after buildout? 
 
Noise Pollution 
 
  What are the proposed mitigation measures to reduce the associated noise pollution 
associated with this project for the 12-15 year duration? 
 
Sewer capacity along highway 89 corridor into Truckee.   
 
  What are the sewer capacity requirements going to be along the Truckee river corridor 
when this project is complete and at full capacity once the Homewood Mountain village 
project has been completed prior to the proposed Squaw project?  What are the 
projections of this needed capacity?  What entity, public or private will be responsible for 
the costs to upgrade to the existing public system?  Who and where will the funding 
come from for this upgrade? 
 
   
Water supply and ensuring water quality 
   
  Where is the potable water going to come from to support such a large project?  With 
limited available water already in the Squaw Valley Municipal Water District wells, and 
much of that surface water contaminated with hydrocarbons, used for snowmaking in 
drought years to attract visitors and support skiing, how will this project conserve water 
use in a worst case scenario such as a prolonged drought period that California is 
currently experiencing?  How does this project protect and conserve the limited water 
supply in the underground aquifers in Squaw?   
 
  How does this project ensure that this water supply is available for fire suppression 
needs if a wildfire engulfs existing single family residences in the surrounding area of 
Olympic Valley?  Where is the study and projections to provide ample water in these 
scenarios? 
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   How does the re-alignment of Squaw Creek protect the surrounding proposed village 
development and surrounding area from flood?  In late December of 1996 there was an 
extreme weather cycle that caused Squaw creek to substantially overflow its banks and 
flood many existing structures west of the proposed development.  What preventative 
measures will be in place in case of a similar scenario if Squaw creek is realigned within 
the footprint of the new proposed development? What measures will be in place to 
ensure this pristine water supply to Pryamid Lake will not be contaminated in a flood 
scenario?   Is there a study proposed for the dEIR that addresses this issue?   
 
  What agencies will approve such an environmental change to the proposed re-
alignment of Squaw creek?  Will the Lahontan Water Quality Board in Nevada be 
involved in this approval process as any changes to Squaw creek ultimately affects the 
Truckee river which eventually terminates into Pyramid lake in Nevada?   
 
Conclusion 
 
  The construction of a grossly unneeded, redundant for the area, oversized luxury resort 
that is currently planned, that provides no substantial proof or guarantees of future 
economic success, or environmental protection and which currently does not meet all 
regulations in regards to its historical designation, creates excessive use of energy and 
could irreversibly harm this unique and valuable resource should require far greater 
scrutiny from public officials and agencies on all of the potential negative impacts to the 
environment, historical resource designation, energy use and community prior to moving 
forward.  Is the potential reward of tax revenues and hollow promises of local prosperity 
worth the risk of irreparable harm to this unique and valuable resource? 
 
  Though the landowners/developers have the belief they have a right to develop the 
land as they see fit, we as Californians have every right to protect any historically 
designated resource from irreparable environmental damage that greed and capitalism 
undoubtedly causes. 
 
This project should not be approved by Placer County officials in its present state until 
greater in-depth, long term studies are undertaken and submitted to the Placer County 
planning commission to determine if this project is economically sustainable, properly 
environmentally protected and all considerations are evaluated with regards to the State 
Historical Designation for energy conservation and the use of renewable energy 
resources under the CEQA and Appendix F, to undertake in its present scope before 
any approval is issued. 
 
  Your attention to these issues and how they are addressed in regards to the Squaw 
Valley Development plans are of great importance to protecting the environment and 
establishing the legacy of Squaw Valley as a registered historically designated site for 
many future generations to enjoy. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to present these concerns about the Squaw Valley 
proposed village plan. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Dan Hikel 
Truckee, CA 
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Maywan Krach

From: Steve Hoch <shoch58@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 9:08 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: For Squaw Valley NOP / EIR Process

Re:  Squaw Valley NOP  / EIR Process 
 
Dear Maywan / Placer Planning Team – 
 
I am a Placer citizen living at Alpine Meadows, a stone’s throw from Squaw Valley.     The revised NOP moves in a 
direction more consistent with community realities, but there are several areas that need much more information, data, 
analysis and discussion: 
 

 Water – The comprehensive analysis of water demand and supply needs to be completed.   Based on hard data, 
plans can be developed based on the Squaw aquifers as well as the possibilities based on Lahonton. 

 Transportation – With a presumption that the proposed development will bring many more visitors (and 
residents) into Squaw, transportation needs to be substantially enhanced.    The access road cannot be 
significantly widened, so getting people out of their cars is more important than ever.    What is the plan and 
investment for transportation? 

 Parking – The revised NOP allows for more parking in current lots, but this needs a more complete analysis 
based on presumed larger crowds.   Parking needs to be addressed for max days, not average. 

 Mountain – Although somewhat secondary to the village development per se, what is the plan and commitment 
for increased and enhanced capacity and mgt. on the mountain?    What new / replacement lifts?    How will 
critical safety bottlenecks (e.g. at bottom of Headwall) be addressed with increased crowds?     Uphill capacity 
figures need to be adjusted for the fact that many of Squaw’s lifts are actually transport vs. downhill  (e.g. Tram, 
Funitel, Squaw Express, etc.); this will demonstrate that more uphill capacity actually needs to be developed. 

 
I look forward to a robust public process. 
 
Thanks, 
 
                Steve Hoch 
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Maywan Krach

From: Bruce & Libby Hutchinson <gybe@jps.net>
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 12:16 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Village a Squaw Valley NOP

Dear Ms. Krach:                                                                                                     March 24, 2014 
 
Thank you for accepting these comments on the revised "NOP" of an "EIR" for the Squaw Valley Village Specific Plan. We 
are  current residents and 45 year property owners in Squaw Valley. 
 
Squaw Valley is one of nature's unique marvels in the Sierra Nevada. It is a fragile ecosystem that must be preserved. 
The valley and the community of residents are impacted by any development in the area. The following are specific 
concerns that we and many others have that must be addressed in the NOP and EIR: 
   
  1. Increased density of buildings and people will degrade the beauty and the quality of Squaw Valley's natural 
environment,  
  particularly the meadow and the creek. 
 
  2. The water supply and water quality might be threatened by this increased density. (Bringing outside water 
into the valley is not  
  an option. Any development should be planned with sustainable use of the local water supply.) 
 
  3. Air quality is of great concern. Already smoke pollution in the valley adversely affects people with asthma, 
allergies, and   
  decreased pulmonary function. Construction dust has the same deleterious effect on public health as does silica 
dust from   
  excessive road traffic over sand and salt. 
   
  4. Shirley Canyon is perhaps the finest granite canyon north of Yosemite in the Sierra Nevada. It is already being 
degraded by heavy  
  usage. The canyon deserves to be preserved for current and future generations.  The proposed development 
and subsequent  
  overuse threatens the entire canyon. 
 
  5. Squaw Valley is a small box valley that is already built out to near any reasonable limit, the 1983 Master Plan 
notwithstanding. 
  Certainly no variances or zoning changes granting increased density should be considered. The goal should be to 
preserve what is  
  left of this unique place. 
 
   
  6. Comments made by Sierra Watch are hereby incorporated into this letter. 
 
 
  Sincerely, 
   
  Bruce and Elizabeth Hutchinson 
  P0 Box 3707 
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  143 Tiger Tail Rd 
  Olympic Valley CA 96146 
       
   



 

March 23, 2014 

Placer County Planning Services Division 

Attention:  Maywan Krach, Community Development Technician  

We have been property owners in Olympic Valley since 1958.  This is our response to the NOP  for the 
proposed Squaw Valley specific Plan. 

1.  The EIR must include a comprehensive water supply assessment that takes into account long term 
availability of water supplies. 

2.  The EIR must provide clear numbers on how much traffic more than 1,700 new bedrooms and an 
indoor amusement park with 300,000 annual visitors would add to Highway 89. 

3.  The EIR must consider,  in cultural terms,  what this development would do to "The Soul of Skiing." 

4.  The EIR must calculate cumulative increases in light pollution and how it would impact the night sky. 

5.   The EIR must analyze the impacts of the proposed project and its multiple 108 feet tall buildings on 
scenic vistas in Squaw. 

6.  The EIR must include a study of noise pollution both construction noise and the noise fully occupied 
buildings make‐‐heating, air conditioning, cars, people, delivery trucks, pets, entertainment , garbage 
collection, and more. 

7.  The EIR must consider the impact on the quality of life of the current full time residents of  Olympic 
Valley 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Charles and Mary Jones 
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Maywan Krach

From: mary jones <mkjonestruckee@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 24, 2014 4:58 PM
To: Maywan Krach
Subject: Comments on the Village at Squaw NOP
Attachments: MK Jones NOP Comment Letter part 1 plus rev last page.pdf; MK Jones revised last 

page of NOP Comment.pdf

Attached please find my comments to the NOP 
  
Summarized here: 
1. I don't think the numbers used in increased commuter miles are realistic. 
2. In regard to air quality I think the plan area has to be increased to include the Tahoe 
Basin and Martis Valley as the commuters will be going to from those areas....that 
brings in the TRPA and effect on Lake Tahoe Clarity 
3. In regard to parking...not feasible for day skier population and residence. The picture 
is a perfect representation of the potential problem with day skiers and village guests; 
no room to pass. 
I sent a letter Saturday, the copy is attached in two parts. 
Thanks 
Mary K. Jones 
  













By fax and by email 

March 21, 2014 

 

Placer County, Planning Services Division 

3091 County Center Drive Suite 190 

Auburn CA 95603 

Attn: Maywan Krach, Community Services Technician 

Environmental Coordination Services 

Community Development Resource Agency 

 

RE : Comment on Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan Notice of Preparation of 2/21/2014 

 

Dear Supervisors/Placer County Planning Services Division, 

 

We are Village at Squaw Valley owners on the south side of 22 Station East over the Village creek.  While 
we are proponents of a more robust mountain village with more amenities and lodging, we have 
continuing concerns about Squaw’s proposed plan. 

In particular, we are disturbed by the proposed heights of the buildings for several reasons.  First and 
foremost, they will block sunlight in a resort that is known worldwide for its sunshine.  The tall buildings 
will create dark corridors and shaded areas that won’t allow for areas to sit and relax and they will be 
more prone to dangerous icing conditions. 

Furthermore, unlike the Intrawest Village, no view corridors have been delineated by the Squaw 
development team.  The view corridors that the current Village buildings create increases the enjoyment 
of the views of Squaw’s six peaks for all guests, even if they never head up the mountain and are just 
walking around the Village. The shape of Squaw’s proposed phase 1 looks a lot like Northstar’s Village, 
but the difference there is that there are no majestic peaks to see at the Northstar location.  This is 
certainly not in keeping with honoring this special place.  

And finally, the heights of the phase 1 buildings, in particular, and the phase 2 wing of building 1A will 
affect the view corridors of existing Village owners. That is especially true for the southeast views of 
Snow King and Juniper Ridge as they are not as tall as the peaks to the southwest. And the phase 2 wing 



of 1A will do the same for many 22 Station East & West owners of their Red Dog and KT22 views. This 
will create a loss of valuation or our real estate and therefore, less revenue to the county.  

We urge you, the Board of Supervisors, to act to limit the heights of the buildings to that of the existing 
Village and also require more variation in heights creating peek views and allowing in more sunlight. 

 

Thank you and sincerely, 

 

 

Gurinder Kalra 

Homeowner  

Unit 5206, 1750 Village East Road 

Olympic Valley CA 96146 

Email : gurinderkalra2000@yahoo.com 
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Maywan Krach

From: Jack Kashtan <jkashtan@prodigy.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2014 7:03 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley NOP

 
KSL needs to identify specifically how guests will reach the resort. It 
needs to identify the size, location, and impacts of all off site parking 
and the means of transport between those lots and the resort. Specific 
goals for the use of transportation other than single family cars should 
be set and the means for reaching those goals identified. The 
transportation plan for any shuttles must include the types of vehicles 
and fuel, the frequency of trips, and the hours  and dates during which 
trips will occur. Transportation options for guests staying at the resort 
to reach surrounding towns like Truckee and North Lake Tahoe should be 
identified. The sources of transportation funding--be it the resort, 
riders, or both--should be identified in order to properly assess 
feasibility, and if public transport is to be utilized the specific 
funding for this should be identified, and commitments from identified 
public agencies must be documented. The developers' proposal relies 
heavily on a justification of reduced traffic impacts and environmental 
benefits, specifically on the promise that guests and residents of the 
village will not use private transportation during their stays and that 
public transportation to the resort will reduce day skier vehicle miles. 
Given the emphasis the developers place on being eco-friendly, vague 
assurances are not enough--a very specific plan must be presented--as 
comprehensive as the site plans and and architectural renderings.  
 
A number of resorts I have visited--including Whistler-Blackcomb, 
Jackson Hole, and Chamonix--rely heavily on public transportation which 
is much more frequent and runs for longer hours than public 
transportation in the Truckee-Tahoe area and is much more heavily used. 
Approval of KSL's EIR should be dependent on the developer 
demonstrating how Truckee-Tahoe public transport is to be brought up to 
this international standard. Failing that, any claim of environmental 
benefit should be rejected as mitigation of the projects environmental 
impact.  
 



Lori Kelley 
lkelleyl@sbcglobal.net 
 
 
March 24, 3014 
 
Placer County, Planning Services Division 
Attn: Maywan Krach, CD Technician 
3091 County Center Drive #190 
Auburn, CA 95603 
 
Sent via emai: cdraecs@placer.ca.gov 
 
Re: Comments – Squaw Valley Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
Below are comments I am requesting be considered for the Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan EIR. 

Traffic:  How will traffic safety and noise be mitigated? 

Local Business/Economic Impacts:  How would this large scale proposed project negatively impact 
existing businesses and how would this be mitigated?  How would this large scale project negatively 
impact existing property values and quality of living?  This large scale project warrants an 
economic/business impact study. 

Cumulative Impacts:  What are the cumulative impacts of this proposed project and how would they be 
mitigated? 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

 
Sincerely, 
 

Lori Kelley 
Lori Kelley 
lkelleyl@sbcglobal.net 

 
 

mailto:cdraecs@placer.ca.gov
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Maywan Krach

From: billyk74@gmail.com on behalf of Bill Kelly <bill@kellybrotherspainting.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2014 6:29 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Please balance the development in Squaw.

Maywan, 
 
I 'm writing you in regards to KSL's development in Squaw Valley.  The 
amount of people, cars, and impact that KSL is proposing to the Valley is 
far greater than what it can handle.  This area is precious.  If you have 
ecer spent a busy day at squaw you know how crowded it gets, So to add more 
attractions and rooms will only make it busier.  We love the natural 
environment and it's surroundings. 
 
The amount of air, noise and light pollution will increase.  The traffic 
will increase. 
 
Please don't over develop, everything in balance. 
 
Thanks 
B 
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Maywan Krach

From: Barbara Larson <barhlar@suddenlink.net>
Sent: Sunday, March 16, 2014 5:13 AM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Proposal

I am horrified at the plans to expand Squaw Valley,and the impact it will make on our still beautiful Tahoe area.    When 
part of the charm of the Lake Tahoe area is its natural beauty, hiking trails, wildflowers,  streams and lakes for fishing 
and swimming, to think you are considering having an amusement park is a violation of what the Lake Tahoe area 
represents to most people who come to visit, and esp. for those who already have chosen to live here because of the 
surroundings.   Already the night sky is less black due to the urban development in Reno. 
 
What if we continue to have draught conditions during the winters?   How much water did Squaw use to make snow 
most of the winter????? 
Water supplies ARE limited . 
 
Please reconsider the monstrosity and abhorant results that passing the Squaw Valley development would bring.   Let’s 
keep the real reason Tahoe living and a vacation destination for visitors is so meaningful.    It is the natural beauty that 
draws us here!! 
 
Barbara Larson 
Truckee Resdent 
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Maywan Krach

From: Ann Lyman <annhlyman@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 10:11 PM
To: Placer County Environmental Coordination Services
Subject: Squaw Valley Development

Dear Placer County‐ As someone who retired up here because of clean air, less traffic, clean water and a simpler lifestyle 
we hope you won't approve the addition of 1700 more units in Squaw Valley. Construction and traffic will be a 
nightmare for many many years and damage to the environment irreversible. The only time it is even crowded over 
there or really any of the ski resorts or commercial areas along the lake is on holidays. Please keep Tahoe quaint and 
special. Fix up with we have and don't bow to corporate pressure! Ann Lyman  
 
Sent from my iPad 


